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Introduction
Racial minorities in the United States (US) make up a substantial portion of the
Criminal Justice System. They face a plethora of disparities from arrest to the courts.
Blacks are more likely to be charged with crimes, to receive the death penalty, and are
more likely to receive longer or harsher sentences than Whites for the same crimes
(Ghandoosh 2015). In this study, I examine how juries responded to Non-Whites when
they are primed to think about police discrimination. Priming can be defined as, “... the
biased interpretation and evaluation of new information to support whichever alternative
is currently leading during a decision process” (Carlson and Russo 2001, 91)
Disparities in the trial courts of the US between Non-Whites and Whites have
caused much discussion among scholars. In this paper, I ask the question: how do juries
respond to Non-White defendants when they are primed to think about police
discrimination? I argue that priming jury members, to think about discrimination, will
cause them to be more sparing towards Non-White defendants, making them less likely to
declare those defendants guilty.
Priming individuals to think about discrimination may cause them to become
more aware of general disparities within the courts towards Non-Whites. Non-whites
largely experience discrimination within the court system (Ghandoosh 2015). However,
oftentimes this is not widely recognized by the public, especially among those who do
not belong to a racial minority group. Some examples of how a jury member may be
primed to think about racial discrimination is through popular movies being released like
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The Hate U Give, or if a video showing a Black or Non-White Hispanic man or woman
being unfairly arrested, detained, or shot goes viral.
Specifically, in this paper, I look at how priming jurors to think about police
discrimination will affect how they make decisions. When jurors are primed to think
about police discrimination, how will they react to a non-white defendant? Additionally,
will their reactions decrease the likelihood that a Non-White defendant is viewed as being
guilty?
Literature Review
Defining Racism
Miles and Brown (2003) discuss racism and what it means in today's society.
According to Miles and Brown (2003) defining racism cannot be taken lightly. Defining
it too broadly or narrowly can affect the perception of racism, making people take the
concept too lightly, or possibly make the term become meaningless (Miles and Brown
2003, 13). They define racism as an ideology.
According to the authors, racism is the idea that there is an existence of a separate
or distinct race. They state that “Racism postulates the existence of discrete ‘races,’ and
attributes a negative evaluation to one or some of these putative ‘races’ (usually, though
not always, the ‘race’ or ‘races’ to which the person articulating the racist ideology does
not regard himself or herself as belonging)” (Miles and Brown 2003, 8). Racism is the idea
that one race is superior to another race. Miles and Brown (2003) provide a strong
foundational understanding of racism.
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Court Cases
Golub (2005), Gonda (2014), and Barnes (2019) discuss historic Supreme Court
cases that blatantly outline racial biases. These cases show the dark past of racism within
the courts of the United States. Golub (2005) discusses Plessy v. Ferguson and looks
intently at the law's creation of racial categories. Gonda (2005) focuses on Shelley v.
Kraemer, which looks at the issue of urban segregation. This case shows the physical
separation of the races, specifically Blacks and Whites, and its negative effects on Blacks
in society. University of California v. Bakke, discussed by Barnes (2019), outlines the
battle for affirmative action. In order to create a better future, one should look at both the
past and present of the United States.
Golub (2005) discusses Plessy v. Ferguson, specifically looking at the law's role
in maintaining and creating racial categories. He states that this case gave constitutional
legitimacy to Jim Crow segregation laws. The scholar further states that, “Plessy was
arrested for violating the Louisiana Separate Car Act, his case was argued before the U.S.
Supreme Court, and his conviction was upheld in Plessy v. Ferguson …” (Golub 2005,
1). Golub (2005) adds that Plessy v. Ferguson is one of two commonly discussed cases
related to upholding discrimination, the other being, Dred Scott v. Sandford (1857). He
goes on to discuss how Plessy was only ⅛ African American and had he not specifically
stated that he was Black, he would have not been arrested. This introduces his claim that
the courts create racial categories. In Plessy, the Court saw, for the first time, the
difficulty of determining the racial identity of individuals, specifically, interracial persons
because they did not and still do not fit into the broad racial categories created by the law.
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Gonda (2014) discusses the use of racially restrictive covenants that prohibited
Blacks from occupying buildings in certain residential areas. These restrictions led to the
case of Shelley v. Kraemer. Black residents of cities faced greater difficulty finding
suitable homes and jobs with proper working conditions. Gonda (2014) uses the Shelley
case to discuss the issue of urban segregation. In this case, we see the beginning of the
battle to end the “separate but equal” precedent created in Plessy v. Ferguson. Kraemer
shows the historical racial biases against Blacks.
Barnes (2019) discusses Justice Powell's impact of his plurality opinion in
University of California v. Bakke. This case upheld affirmative action in admission
policies at universities. Barnes (2019) claims that the demise of affirmative action began
with Justice Powell's opinion in Bakke (Barnes 2019, 2269). He goes on to say that we
should consider both the racial past and present of the United States when creating racial
inclusion initiatives. Barnes (2019) discusses the problems with Justice Powell applying
strict scrutiny in Bakke.
These cases show historical examples of racism within the courts as well as the
racial biases that the court was and still is associated with. Providing an illustration of
historical racist tendencies and racial biases the courts have had, these cases show why
racial minorities may be hesitant to trust the courts. While we do not see racism in the
courts as blatantly as we did in the past, we can understand how this history of injustice
for minorities within the justice system can lead to feelings of skepticism. This can be an
alternative explanation for why jurors may not be as likely to place guilty upon a Non-
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White defendant. Perhaps they are attempting to prevent the historical discrimination that
existed within the courts to infiltrate the courts today.
Disparities within the US Criminal Justice System
Delgado and Farber (2012), Ghandoosh (2015), Hinton, Henderson, and Reed
(2018), as well as Bishop et al. (2020), discuss racial disparities within the US criminal
justice system. Delgado and Farber (2012) debate whether laws within the US are
inherently racist. Delgado (2012) argues against Farber (2012) stating that racism is
engraved within our society. Farber (2012) contends that there are no intentionally racist
laws within modern American society.
Ghandoosh (2015) discusses disparities from the stop of an individual to the arrest
and trial. He states that people of color are more likely to be stopped, arrested, and charged
for crimes. Also, Ghandoosh (2005) adds that people of color are more likely to face ‘hefty’
sentences. Hinton, Henderson, and Reed (2018) build on this by discussing how Blacks
have been historically negatively impacted by racist criminal laws. They go on to discuss
differences in the rates at which Whites and Blacks are charged and sentenced with crimes.
Bishop et al. (2020) build upon arguments made by Hinton, Henderson, and Reed (2018).
They discuss disparities between both Blacks and Latinx individuals.
Delgado and Farber (2012) discuss the inherent racism engraved in American
society. They talk through the racist history of the United States, giving several examples
such as forcing West Coast Japanese American families into internment camps during
World War Two (Wartime Exclusion Order 9066), the War on Drugs, Jim Crow Laws, and
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the blocking of the Southern Border specifically towards Mexican individuals. Delgado
and Farber (2012) note that :
A system is inherently racist if two things are shown. First, that discrimination is a
recurring theme like a soundtrack in a movie or a leitmotif in a musical composition,
silent at times perhaps but always there, always returning … Second, that the reason
for its persistence is inherent in the culture (11).
Delgado and Farber (2012) go on to consider the inherent disadvantage African
Americans face in court, in both civil and criminal cases. Also, English-only laws that
prevent the use of a translator during the court processes in several states, heavily
disadvantage Mexican-American individuals. Delgado and Farber (2012), however, argue
this by claiming that laws in the United States are not inherently racist. They state that
proclaiming this allows for a need to search out and/or nit-pick laws and regulations for
racism. They go on to say that the War on Drugs was not intentionally racist, therefore it
should not be used as an example of an inherently racist system. They also explain that the
high percentage of incarcerated Blacks in inner cities is due to Black-on-Black crime, not
a racist system.
Ghandnoosh (2015) discusses disproportionate police contact with racial
minorities. The author goes on to examine differences in police presence in communities
that have a majority of people of color versus communities that are majority White.
Ghandnoosh (2015) discusses how “people of color are also more likely to be charged more
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harshly than Whites; once charged, they are more likely to be convicted; and once
convicted, they are more likely to face stiff sentences …” (32). He discusses how there are
racial disparities at each stage in the arrest to the trial process. Ghandnoosh (2015) argues
that the causes of disparities within the criminal justice system are race-neutral criminal
justice policies, implicit racial bias, resource allocation decisions, and criminal justice
policies increasing socioeconomic inequalities (42). Ghandnoosh (2015) goes on to discuss
practices for reducing racial disparities.
Hinton, Henderson, and Reed (2018) discuss the racial disparities in the criminal
justice system. They state that Blacks are arrested and sentenced on drug charges at much
higher rates than White individuals. Further stating, “Black men comprise about thirteen
percent of the male population, but about thirty-five percent of those incarcerated” (Hinton,
Henderson, and Reed 2018, 1). They discuss how Black people have been historically
targeted by discriminatory criminal laws. They give several examples, such as the Black
Codes, where we see the Vagrancy Laws that forced Blacks to prove they worked for a
White employer. This shows that, historically, the criminal justice system has enforced
social control on Blacks. They go on to discuss the disparities in crack-cocaine charges
between Whites and Blacks. We see harsher consequences for Blacks compared to Whites.
Bishop et al. (2020) discuss racial disparities in the Massachusetts criminal system.
They go on to discuss how Black and Latinx individuals often face longer sentences than
Whites. Also, they discuss differences in bail decisions in Miami and Philadelphia, stating
that Black individuals are more likely to have higher bail amounts as well as monetary
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bonds (Bishop et al. 2020, 26). Furthermore, in their study, they state that “ … much of the
racial disparity in incarceration sentences is driven by differences in initial charges across
race” (Bishop et al. 2020, 38). Their overall findings show that Black and Latinx defendants
tend to receive longer incarceration sentences and are more likely to be convicted of crimes.
Knowing that racial minorities have more police encounters with police officers,
face longer prison sentences, are given the death penalty more often, are charged more
often for crimes, etc. than Whites as shown by the scholars above, shows a sound basis for
why racial minorities may distrust the courts. It provides a foundation for why people may
be more empathetic towards Non-White defendants in their decision making. If they view
the courts and police officers as systems that fail racial minorities, they may be more
inclined to use the jury as a tool to aid Black defendants. If jury members are primed to
think about racism through police discrimination this may, to a further extent, cause them
to be more sparing to Non-White defendants.
Defining Affirmative Action
Crenshaw (1998-2000) and Sander (2005) discuss and define affirmative action.
Crenshaw (1998-2000) lays out the implications of those whose initiative is to eradicate
affirmative action. She discusses and compares arguments for and against it. Sander (2005)
looks closely at affirmative action at its core, that being, its purpose of equalizing. He looks
at how affirmative action is used as a ‘tool,’ specifically within universities, and cites
Bakke.
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Crenshaw (1998-2000) discusses debates surrounding affirmative action. She lays
out the arguments of those against and for affirmative action. The essay describes and
considers steps that need to be taken to defend affirmative action from those trying to
extinguish it. Crenshaw (1998-2000) defines affirmative action, “ … as a set of policies
that function to equalize opportunity in the face of ongoing patterns of exclusion”
(Crenshaw 1998-2000, 1). Later, Crenshaw (1998-2000) goes on to say that affirmative
action is ‘that little bit more’ to help bring about equal opportunities in a system that can
be discriminatory against racial minorities. She describes it as, “ going beyond the
completed task of equalizing opportunity rather than as a small measure toward
restructuring necessary even to approach equalization” (Crenshaw 1998-2000, 202).
Affirmative action is the use of racial preferences in American higher education
admissions and/or hiring within the job market to help correct societal discrimination
(Sander 2005). Sander (2005), notes that:
For the past thirty-five years, American higher education has been engaged in a
massive social experiment: to determine whether the use of racial preferences in
college and graduate school admissions could speed the process of fully integrating
American society. Since Bakke, universities have often tended to justify affirmative
action for its contributions to diverse classrooms and campuses (368).
Affirmative action is a tool used to help equalize the races. Its goal is to help provide
equal opportunities for racial minorities that they have not received historically. It is
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commonly witnessed within colleges and universities but can also be a tool to help reduce
discrimination within the courts.
Disparities within the US criminal justice system are compelling to look at because
they directly relate to differences in sentencing and charging between African Americans
and Whites. I look closely at the effects of priming on juries. If they view materials that
cause them to think about racism, it may affect how they process trials with a Non-White
defendant.
Juries
Hans and Vidmar (2007) discuss the American jury. Jurors generally make sound
decisions and judges agree with the jury decision seventy-eight percent of the time (Hans
and Vidmar 2007, 227). Therefore, we can assert that jury decisions are relatively reliable.
Their lack of legal expertise does not alter their capability in making sound decisions.
Further, the scholars state that juries tend to decide cases on the merits of the evidence
presented (Hans and Vidmar 2007, 227). Personal biases jurors may hold do not
substantially affect their decision-making. Jurors tend to rely on the law to the best of their
ability (227).
Hans and Vidmar (2007) assert that jury members who are predisposed to a case
will have a negatively affected judgment. “Jurors exposed to incriminating news stories are
negatively affected in their judgments of the parties, in their estimations of the strength of
the evidence, and in their deliberations” (Hans and Vidamar 2007, 228). What jurors are
primed to view before a trial will affect how they form decisions and how they form
verdicts. Additionally, Hans and Vidmar (2007) state, “The community’s inclinations and
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limitations translate into the inclinations and limitations of the jury” (228). In other words,
the community biases of juries impact how they make decisions.
Political Psychology
Doyen et al. (2012) discuss priming. They assert that “priming may occur
automatically and influence behavior with little or no awareness” (1). Priming will affect
survey participants if they are unaware of the priming occurring. However, priming may
not be enough to cause a distinct activation of behavior. Adding environmental conditions
can persuade experiment participants to exhibit certain actions that can aid in the activation
of desired behaviors (Doyen et al. 2012, 44). Furthermore, Doyen et al. (2012) observe that
“the effect of stereotype activation on behavior is unconscious” (8). Individuals are not
actively pushing stereotypes.
Carlson and Russo (2001) examine predecisional distortion and how it affects
decision-making within mock juries. They define it as, “... the biased interpretation and
evaluation of new information to support whichever alternative is currently leading during
a decision process” (Carlson and Russo 2001, 91). The majority leads in analyzing new
information. Additionally, prior beliefs influence decision making (Carlson and Russo
2001, 93).
Schacter and Buckner (1998) define priming and specifically look at it through the
brain. The authors define priming as, “... a change in the ability to identify or produce an
item as a result of a specific prior encounter with the item” (Schacter and Buckner 1998,
185). If jurors have an encounter with racism this will change their ability to identify or
produce a verdict that is not influenced by the encounter they have. Past experiences can
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also, unconsciously, impact performance or behavior (Schacter and Buckner 1998, 185).
Decision-making by jurors with a prior experience with issues related to racism will be
affected.
The definitions of priming and pre-decisional distortion provide a foundational
understanding of how pre-exposure to an example of police discrimination may affect jury
decision making. Using the definition of priming afforded to me by the authors. I assess
how priming may affect jury decision making. A foundational understanding of priming
and pre-decisional distortion is needed as a basis for the theory I assert in my study.
Juries and decision making
Bornstein and Greene (2011) discuss jury decision-making from a psychological
point of view. When assessing jury decisions, the authors argue that one should look at
whether the verdict was reasonable. Bornstein and Greene (2011) use the example of the
O.J. Simpson case:
O.J. Simpson’s criminal trial for the murders of Ronald Goldman and Nicole Brown
Simpson: Was the jury’s acquittal of Simpson the optimal verdict? Many if not
most observers would say ‘‘probably not.” But did jurors reach a reasonable
verdict? Almost certainly ‘‘yes,’’ in light of evidentiary inconsistencies, allegations
of police misconduct, and the very high standard of proof (64).
The jury in the Simpson case, despite its lack of legal training, was able to make a
reasonable decision based on the facts presented during the trial. Therefore, a lack of legal
training does not hinder a jury from making reliable verdicts. Further, this shows that juries
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do a relatively good job of weighing the evidence they are presented (Bornstein and Greene
2011,63). According to Bornstein and Greene (2011), jurors rely on cognitive heuristics
and “estimates provided during trial” to analyze evidence in cases that require hard
judgments (65). Also, hindsight bias, counterfactual thinking, availability, and
representativeness are “implicated in juror decision-making outcomes” (Bornstein and
Greene 2011, 65).
The authors go on to describe other conditions that can affect how jurors look at
evidence. Bornstein and Greene (2011) state, “jurors filter the evidence through their own
experiences, expectations, values, and beliefs” (65). If jurors expect the courts to fail Black
defendants, this may increase their empathy towards Non-White defendants. Additionally,
if jurors have experienced situations of police discrimination, this could also affect their
decision-making in cases involving a Non-White defendant.
Disparities within the US criminal justice system are compelling to look at because
it directly relates to differences in sentencing and charging between Blacks and Whites. I
look closely at the effects of priming on juries. If they view materials that cause them to
think about police discrimination, it may affect how they process trials with a Non-White
defendant.

Theory
How do jurors' responses to Non-White defendants in the criminal courts change
when they are primed to think about racism? Blacks are more likely to be charged with
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harsher punishments for the same crimes as Whites, which can include: longer prison
sentences and the death penalty (Ghandoosh 2005). When Black defendants face jurors
during times when large numbers of people are primed to think about racism, they may be
less likely to receive harsh punishments. Also, in general, Blacks receive the death penalty
at a higher rate (Hinton et al 2018).
There are many factors that may affect how jurors declare someone to be guilty or
not guilty. One of these factors may be the color of the defendant’s skin. If the majority of
jurors decide, whether intentionally or not, that the defendant they are deciding a case for
is a danger to society because of the stereotypes that are associated with his or her race/skin
color, this may increase the odds that that defendant would be declared guilty (Carlson and
Russo 2001). Particularly, this might happen when the majority of the jury is of the
opposite race of the defendant on trial. However, what happens when jurors are indirectly
exposed to racism when instances of it occurring are at the forefront of their minds?
Juries play a vital role within the United States criminal justice system. The impact
they have on decision making is notable. Many defendants' lives are changed because of a
decision a jury of their peers makes for or against them. Judges often agree with the
decisions jurors make (Hans and Vidmar 2007), so we can assert that jury decisions are
often grounded in reasoning. However, I argue that in instances when possible jurors are
primed to think about instances of police discrimination, it will affect the rationale of how
they decide cases.
They will not be able to make decisions without the impact of their individual
opinions or life experiences affecting their decision (Schacter and Buckner 1998, 185).
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Unconsciously, their decision may be impacted by thinking about racism through police
discrimination. Of course, this can be assessed by looking at whether or not a verdict given
is reasonable (Bornstein and Greene 2011). Individuals' own experiences or beliefs about
the police or racism will affect how they view the court systems (Hans and Vidmar 2007,
Bornstein and Greene 2011).
Being primed to think about police discrimination, individuals will be more likely
to discuss or apply their beliefs about racism when participating in juries. Those who are
primed are often unaware of the priming taking place, so if a jury member is primed to
think about racism their decision-making should be affected. One notable case of
widespread priming is the George Floyd case. His arrest was spread across social media
for months and incited large discussions and debates. The idea of racism was at the
forefront of many Americans' minds for months (Wirtschafter 2021, 1-2). Potential jurors
may be more inclined to declare a Black defendant not guilty after being primed to think
about racism. If they have recently been exposed to racist issues they may be more likely
to view non-white defendants as having a low level of guilt or as highly innocent.
In the digital age, we have more capability to see, hear, or discuss occurrences of
racism. Someone living in rural Georgia can hear or read about an instance of police
discrimination in New York rapidly. When examples of racism are constantly at the tips of
most people’s fingers, Black defendants may be less likely to receive harsh punishments.
Jurors may be more inclined to be more lenient on Non-White defendants because
of their own feelings of guilt or empathy that are incited due to being exposed to the effects
of racism. Jurors filter their decisions through their own experiences, beliefs, and
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expectations (Bornstein and Greene 2011, 65). Therefore, if jury members hold beliefs that
the courts are inherently racist and expect them to disadvantage Non-White defendants
then they may be more inclined to be more merciful in their verdicts. Their expectations
for an unfair court will encourage their feelings of guilt or empathy for Non-White
defendants.
Thus I hypothesize the following:
H1: If jurors are primed to think about police discrimination, then Non-White
defendants will be less likely to be declared guilty by juries within the Criminal Courts of
the United States.
Research Design
This study examines how citizens, who are potential jury members of their
community, interpret the guilt of a criminal defendant. More specifically, I examine if and
how prior exposure to a story about police behavior might prime individual decisions about
guilt levels. To test this, I conducted a survey experiment.
An experimental survey was created to test the hypotheses, treating the survey
participants as potential jurors. Ideally, we would have surveyed actual jury members, but
were limited in our ability to do so. Therefore, the participants were undergraduate students
at Georgia Southern University who represent potential jury members. These students were
enrolled in American Government, an introductory-level course required for all students at
the University. The IRB approval number is H22363.
Participants were first asked to answer four questions (see Appendix A). These
questions are questions designed to tap into what is known as “diffuse support” or
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institutional legitimacy of the courts and the legal system. These questions all asked to
what extent the participants agreed or disagreed with a statement. The statements were:
“The courts can usually be trusted to make the right decision”; “Juries can usually be
trusted to make the right decisions”; “people should obey a court decision even if they do
not agree with it”; and “courts can usually be trusted to make a decision.” Asking these
questions before participants were exposed to the experiment is important because it allows
us to establish a pre-existing, baseline level of support for the courts that cannot be affected
by the experimental manipulation itself.
After answering the diffuse support questions, the respondents were asked to read
about a hypothetical case. While we did not specifically state that the defendant was Black
in the case, it was implied (Figure 1A-C). The hypothetical case did not allude to an obvious
level of culpability; instead, it was purposefully constructed to be ambiguous on that score.
After reading the hypothetical case, participants read one of two short paragraphs, which I
discuss below. There was also a third condition which simply asked respondents to read
the hypothetical case without any other material.
The first condition includes a hypothetical example of police discrimination or
misbehavior. This condition was intended to prime the respondents to think about police
behavior in a negative light, in order to analyze how priming respondents to think about
police negatively might affect their decisions on a defendant’s culpability. Further, the
second condition includes a hypothetical situation of a charitable act done by police
officers. This condition was intended to prime the respondents to think positively about the
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police. Finally, the third condition includes no priming effect. The respondents were not
asked to read anything before they read the case. This condition was our control.
Figure 1A: Condition 1 - negative encounter with police

Figure 1B: Condition 2 - negative encounter with police

Figure 1C: Hypothetical Case
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After the participants read the material, they answered five more questions (Figure
2), which included what level of guilt they believed the hypothetical defendant to have,
whether the defendant would be tried by an impartial jury, have a fair trial, if the defendant
had been treated fairly by the criminal justice system, and if they should be on trial for the
crime. The respondents answered if they strongly disagree to strongly agree with the
defendant's guilt. Additionally, the participants answered if they strongly disagree to
strongly agree that the defendant should or should not be on trial for a crime.
Following the questions relating to the short synopsis of a hypothetical case (Figure
1C), the participants were asked to answer general questions about themselves. These
questions included: what is your gender, age, and your racial-ethnic background?
Afterward, the respondents were asked to answer two more questions. These
questions asked them what political group they believe themselves to belong to and to what
extent they feel they belong to this group. They are as stated: “In terms of politics, would
you consider yourself to be a liberal, a moderate, or a conservative?” Also, “Generally
speaking, do you usually consider yourself a Republican, a Democrat, or an Independent?”
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The dependent variables are the survey decisions that ask survey respondents the
extent to which they believe the defendant to be guilty (Figure 2). As discussed in the next
section, we combined these questions into a single indicator variable. This variable will
represent jury decisions for or against defendants. The respondents represent potential jury
members.
Figure 2 : Survey Questions

The individuals who took the surveys represent hypothetical jurors. In analyzing
the surveys, we examined whether or not there are any significant differences in the
responses individuals give based on the condition they received.
We controlled for participants’ gender, coding one where respondents indicated
they were male and zero otherwise. Approximately 48% of the participants were female.
Further controlling for ideology, Conservatism and Liberalism were measured on a sevenpoint scale, seven being extreme Conservatism, and one being extreme liberalism.
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Additionally, we controlled for race, classifying the following races as “nonwhite”: Asian,
Black, Hispanic, and Other. Approximately 65% of survey respondents identified as White.
Finally, diffuse support questions about the Courts and legal system were included in the
survey to control for additional biases. The questions asked of participants prior to their
exposure to any of the experimental conditions were combined into a single indicator
variable to measure diffuse support.
The data collected is intended to show how being primed to think about police
discrimination will affect the likelihood that a jury declares a defendant guilty, or if it will
affect jury decisions at all.
Analysis
The results did not support my hypothesis that, if jurors were primed to think about
police discrimination, then defendants would be declared guilty less by juries within the
Criminal Courts of the United States.
To summarize, the results did show that regardless of what condition someone was
given, it did not have a significant influence on whether or not they would declare someone
guilty or not guilty. The only significant variable in the model where perceptions of
defendant guilt were the dependent variable was diffuse support. This was measured by
creating an indicator variable with the four initial questions that participants answered
before reading one of the conditions. Unsurprisingly, this showed that people who have
more confidence in the courts and the justice system have higher confidence in the
government's ability to identify the right person when they charge them with a crime. But
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again, this was true across the board and did not depend on the experimental manipulation
received.
Table 1A: Defendant Guilt

*indicates significance at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). Standard Errors are in parentheses.
In further analysis of the data, I sought to determine whether exposure to the
different experimental conditions influenced perceived levels of fairness in the justice
system – a distinct consideration from one’s perceptions about an individual defendant’s
guilt or innocence. Here, an indicator variable including the questions about “impartial
jury”, “fair trial” and the “fair treatment by the Criminal Justice System”, we see that there
is a significant difference between the conditions. To create this variable, we average the
scores of the three items: “impartial jury”, “fair trial”, and “fair treatment by the criminal
justice system”. These items had a Cronbach’s Alpha of +.73. This underlined the system's
overall fairness, unlike what we initially observed which was looking at perceived guilt at
an individual level.
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Holding everything else constant, participants who received condition one (the
positive police encounter condition), were significantly more likely to score higher on the
fairness measure than those who received condition two. Comparatively, the participants
that received condition two (the negative police encounter condition), were likely to score
lower on the fairness measure. Substantively, the difference in how the person who viewed
condition one (positive police) was about .413 (see Figure 2B). As was true before, the
diffuse support measure strongly predicts the fairness measure. Further, the data showed
that males tend to view the system as fairer than women, regardless of the condition they
received.
Table 1B: System Fairness

* Indicates significance at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). Standard Errors are in parentheses.
Conclusion
In this paper, I argued that priming jury members to think about police
discrimination would affect how they decided on a Non-White defendant’s guilt. To
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examine my hypothesis, I conducted an experimental survey. The results of the survey did
not support my original hypothesis that if jurors were primed to think about police
discrimination, then defendants would be declared guilty less by juries within the criminal
courts of the United States. However, I did find that while the priming did not necessarily
affect whether or not a jury member would declare a Non-White defendant guilty, it did
affect how they viewed the overall fairness of the criminal justice system.
Future research could extend this research to include current jury members or
people who have recently served on a jury. A limitation of this study was that we did not
use actual jury members, but potential jury members. Therefore, broadening future
research to include current jury members would eliminate that limitation. Also, further
research could assess how people's views of the fairness level of the criminal justice system
affect their individual jury opinion. My data showed that priming potential jury members
to think about police discrimination does affect their view of the fairness of the system.
Therefore, further research could see how this opinion affects jury decision making overall.
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Appendix A
First Four questions:
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The courts can usually be trusted to make the right decision.

---1---

---2---

---3---

---4---

---5---

---6---

---7---
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strongly
disagree

somewhat
disagree

disagree

unsure

somewhat
agree

agree

strongly
agree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Juries can usually be trusted to make the right decision.

---1--strongly
disagree

---2--somewhat
disagree

---3--disagree

---4--unsure

---5--somewhat
agree

---6--agree

---7--strongly
agree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: People should obey a court decision even if they do not agree with
it.

---1--strongly
disagree

---2--somewhat
disagree

---3--disagree

---4--unsure

---5--somewhat
agree

---6--agree

---7--strongly
agree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Courts can usually be trusted to make a fair decision.

---1--strongly
disagree

---2--somewhat
disagree

---3--disagree

---4--unsure

---5--somewhat
agree

---6--agree

---7--strongly
agree

Police Discrimination (condition #1):
DJ was on his way home after school with his friends, Devante and Anthony when
they decided to stop at a gas station. All of the young men were wearing backpacks. As
they roamed the aisles of the gas station, they noticed that a group of officers pulled into
the parking lot. After seeing the officers, they continued looking for snacks. Suddenly, DJ
realized he forgot his homework assignment in his locker. He opened his backpack in one
of the aisles to look for his assignment, when one of the officers noticed him. The officer
jumped to conclusions, assuming that DJ was attempting to steal, and stopped him. DJ's
bag was subjected to a search, but the officer found nothing. The young men were shaken
up from this encounter and left immediately after DJ was released.

Appendix B
Charitable Act (condition #2):
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A local church in the small town of Great Falls offered free meals to struggling
families in their community. One day, the church van that was used to deliver the meals,
ran over a small nail in the road causing one of the tires to flatten. The church could not
get in touch with the towing company and were left stranded on the side of the road.
Eventually, a police officer drove by and noticed the broken-down van. The officer decided
to stop to see what was going on. The driver of the van informed the officer that they did
not know how to change tires and needed help putting on the spare. Therefore, the officer,
without hesitation, took off the damaged tire and replaced it with a spare.

Hypothetical Case:
32-year-old Marcus Jones is going on trial for theft next week. He is accused of
stealing some highly valued jewelry from a local pawn shop. On the afternoon of the theft,
he was in the shop with several other customers. The only surveillance camera in the shop
was not working. One customer in the shop will testify that Jones seemed to be acting
nervous, and a second thought she saw him put something in his coat pocket. The clerk at
the store noticed the missing merchandise a couple of hours after Jones had left the store.
The merchandise has not been recovered, but the prosecution is planning to rely on a
combination of circumstantial evidence and the testimony of the customers to make the
case that Jones is guilty of the theft.

Appendix C
Figure 1
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Table 1A: Defendant Guilt

Appendix D
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Table 1B: System Fairness
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